[A comparative study between cefpirome (CPR) and ceftazidime (CAZ) in respiratory tract infections].
Efficacy and safety of a new injectable cephem antibiotic, cefpirome sulfate (hereafter, CPR), against respiratory tract infections were examined and compared with those of a control drug, ceftazidime (hereafter, CAZ). As a rule, CPR 0.5 g twice a day, 1.0 g twice a day, or CAZ 1.0 g twice a day (hereafter CPR 0.5 g group, CPR 1.0 g group, and CAZ group) was administered for 14 days and the following results were obtained. 1. The total number of cases was 470 (155 cases in the CPR 0.5 g group, 160 cases in the CPR 1.0 g group, and 155 cases in the CAZ group). Among them 390 cases were subjected to analyses of clinical efficacy by the efficacy evaluation committee (131 cases in the CPR 0.5 g group, 131 cases in the CPR 1.0 g group and 128 cases in the CAZ group). 2. Efficacy rates determined by the efficacy evaluation committee were 82.4% (108/131) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 81.7% (107/131) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 83.6% (107/128) for the CAZ group. Efficacy rates determined by the physician in charge were 82.0% (105/128) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 80.5% (99/123) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 88.5% (108/122) for the CAZ group. No statistically significant difference was observed among the 3 groups. In evaluation of equivalency, clinical efficacy for the CPR 0.5 g group and the CPR 1.0 g group determined by the clinical efficacy evaluation committee was proved to be statistically equivalent to that for the CAZ group. 3. In patients with pneumonia, efficacy rates determined by the efficacy evaluation committee were 87.1% (61/70) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 80.7% (71/88) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 78.9% (56/71) for the CAZ group. Efficacy rates determined by the physician in charge were 85.3% (58/68) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 80.7% (67/83) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 86.2% (56/65) for the CAZ group and no statistically significant difference was observed among the 3 groups. In patients with chronic respiratory tract infection, efficacy rates determined by the efficacy evaluation committee were 77.0% (47/61) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 83.7% (36/43) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 89.5% (51/57) for the CAZ group. Efficacy rates determined by the physician in charge were 78.3% (47/60) for the CPR 0.5 g group, 80.0% (32/40) for the CPR 1.0 g group, and 91.2% (52/57) for the CAZ group. No statistically significant difference was observed among the 3 groups.(ABSTRACT TRUNCATED AT 400 WORDS)